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Part 1:  
Introduction and Background 
 
 
The Boards and Management of the CGIAR centers active in eastern and southern Africa have been sensitive to 
the fact that their otherwise successful collaboration in Sub-Saharan Africa is marred by recurring criticism that 
there is competition and duplication of activities by centers working in the same country or on the same theme and 
that their activities overburden NARS scientists and managers with competing demands for scarce human 
resources. The Centers have initiated a number of consultations with NARS leaders (collectively known as the 
“Meeting of the Minds (MOM)” consultations.  These have led to consensus on the need and the will to improve 
the situation.  However, implementation of the good intentions has not followed. In the case of eastern and 
southern Africa, consultations held in January and September 2001 identified thematic areas of integration among 
the centers that responded to the needs of NARS and were compatible with the areas of action allowed by the 
CGIAR and encouraged by donors.  Implementation of the recommendations for integration was held back by lack 
of resources, leadership, and mechanisms for action. Moreover, the implementation was overtaken by several 
initiatives leading in the same direction: the strengthening of sub-regional organizations, the creation of a regional 
apex body (FARA) and the establishment of the Challenge Programs as mechanisms for collaboration and 
realignment of effort.    
 
In 2004, the CGIAR established two Task Forces on Sub Saharan Africa to examine respectively the issues of 
programmatic and structural alignment of the CGIAR presence in Africa.  They ended by preparing a joint report. 
The Task Forces argued that the CGIAR lacked a system vision for the CGIAR in sub-Saharan Africa, maintained 
a large portfolio of uncoordinated efforts, and exhibited competition for collaborators in the NARS and consequent 
overburdening of the NARS, and competition over mandate between the eco-regional centers and those with 
global and thematic mandates.  Even if one focused on programmatic alignment with partners, there were 
structural dimensions within the CGIAR that needed to be addressed. The Task Force identified four types of 
programmatic overlaps:  
1. in mandates (e.g. IPGRI and IITA on banana);  
2. in activities (e.g., two centers carry out research on the same commodity);  
3. in location (e.g., several centers have offices in the same country), and  
4. in geographical range of intended impact (e.g., there are 53 CGIAR projects active in Tanzania producing 
global and other public goods demanding staff and other in-kind contributions).  
  
The joint report of the two task forces, called for programmatic alignment and structural/governance reforms.  In 
the long run, the key recommendation was for the CGIAR to move to a single center for Africa with a more 
corporate style of board appointed by the Group.  In the medium term, it called for a merger of the boards of IITA 
and WARDA in WCA and the creation of a single center in ESA by joining ILRI and ICRAF to oversee the activities 
of all Centers active in the region (while retaining their global mandates in livestock and agroforestry.  This begged 
the question of how their global mandates would be governed in other regions of the world and whether the 
experiment with the ESA model would be implemented elsewhere.  Independent of the structural recommendation, 
which would call for further study, the Task Force and the Centers agreed on the desirability of developing a 
medium term plan for the ESA sub-region.  This MTP would be submitted to the Science Council in June 2006 for 
implementation in 2007.  The scope of this medium term plan, its relation other planning and coordination 
mechanisms and the expected gains from integration were the subject of an Expert Consultation held at ILRI, 
September 13-15, 2005.  This document reports on the outcome of that meeting. 
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Part 2:  
The Process toward an Integrated Medium 
Term Plan 
 
 
The Expert Consultation was part of a process leading up to reform of the way the CGIAR does business with its 
partners in eastern and southern Africa.  The process includes: 1) an electronic discussion of key issues in 
collaboration, 2) the present expert consultation and face-to-face meeting of NARS leaders and center 
representative, 3) an analysis of potential nodes of integration found in the current medium term plans of centers, 
and 4) proposals for governance and management of an integrated MTP for eastern and southern Africa.  
Although “eastern and southern Africa” have many differences agro-ecologically, cover a vast territory, and its 
countries belong to different economic and political blocs, there are already some integrating mechanisms.  Some 
countries have membership in more than one economic bloc (e.g., SADC, EAC, COMESA) and some sub-regional 
networks (e.g., BARNESA) operate across the eastern and southern Africa boundaries.  Some CG centers (e.g., 
ICRISAT, IPGRI) have a regional coordination that covers both sub-regions.  In short, structures are continuously 
evolving on both the CG side and the partners’ side. 
1. An e-mail consultation 
In preparation for the Consultation, participants were included in a three-part e-mail discussion stimulating 
thought about key issues in the CGIAR-NARS-SRO relations.  The three-week e-mail consultation included 
not only participants in the forthcoming consultation, members of the Committee of Directors of ASARECA 
and responsible officers in the SADC secretariat, and knowledgeable individuals from NARIs, universities, 
and technical agencies concerned with R4D.  Three issues were addressed:   
1. factors affecting collaboration with partners;  
2. identification of the range of partnerships to be considered, and  
3. efficacy of existing coordination mechanisms in the CGIAR.  
 
Respondents to the e-mail consultation attributed problems in collaboration to a range of systemic problems:   
1. continuing weakness in NARS planning and resources;  
2. weak mechanisms for interaction between the Centers and NARS; and  
3. a lack of coherence in CG strategy for the subregion and competition for resources.   
 
Donor-driven agendas, expectations of quick impacts, and high transactions costs figured on the list but were 
not cited as being determinate.  Co-location of center activities on NARS stations were considered positive 
but more complete integration could include joint appointments among universities, NARIs and international 
centers.   
 
In post-consultation commentary, it was noted that within both the eastern and southern Africa regions there 
were strong NARS and those that could catch up with the strong NARS with good support.  Regional 
solidarity is one of the ways. 
 
Respondents to the questions about partnerships in the Science Council’s five priority areas (and 20 themes) 
highlighted a wide range of partnerships for the Centers.  The first observation was that the word 
“consortium” resonated well with most respondents, although the specific consortium mentioned of NARIs-
SROs-CGIAR was not the only important type  Consortia involving ARIs and Universities are mentioned in 
cases of genetic enhancement (genomics) and in socio-economic and policy analysis where NARIs are 
relatively weak; consortia involving the private sector, agricultural advisory services and farmer/civil society 
organizations are cited when income generating themes are mentioned.   
 
Volunteered comments added that Centers did fill gaps due to capacity constraints in partner NARIs. 
“Crowding out” could occur where a center stayed on beyond the gap-filling stage (but such cases were rare 
because of the cost implications to the donors and no concrete examples were given by respondents).  
Centers’ providing services outside of their mandate as part of a package of support was seen as a legitimate 
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demand of NARS if a) the center’s work was focused on its core mandate and b) the unbundling of services 
was not cost effective.     
 
The third part of the discussion focused on the many existing mechanisms that already exist for coordination 
and exchange between NARS, SROs and CGIAR Centers.  These include cross-membership in boards, 
technical planning groups, inputs into each others’ priority setting exercises and day-to-day interactions 
among scientists.   
 
The respondents to this final set of questions were primarily researchers exercising coordinating roles in the 
Centers, SROs or NARIs.  After giving strong support to multi-stakeholder consortia decision-making they 
saw the most effective force for coordination lay in the various forms of technical exchange: technical input on 
planning committees and stakeholder consultations.  Cross-participation on boards or other governance 
mechanisms was not seen as highly effective.  Experience with SRO-managed competitive grants and the 
Challenge Programs was too recent for them to be cited high on the list. 
 
2. Identifying Regional and Sub-Regional Priorities 
A preliminary reconciliation of the Medium Term Plans of the Centers with the strategies and priorities of the 
eastern and southern Africa sub-regions was discussed in the consultation.  The primary strategic documents 
against which the MTPs were matched were the following: 
 
1. The InterAcademy Council report on “Realizing the potential of African Agriculture”.  This report 
identified thematic areas and eco-regions where Africa’s scientific base is weak. It recommended the 
creation of African Centers of Agricultural Research Excellence (ACAREs).  The CGIAR is active in most 
of the domains and would be expected to participate in ACAREs in partnership with strong universities 
and NARIs.. 
2. The NEPAD/CAADP Strategy and Plan of Action call for a 6% annual agricultural growth target and an 
explicitly export-led strategy.  CAADP put forward four investment pillars:  
i. Land and water management,  
ii. Rural infrastructure and market access,  
iii. Increasing food supply and response to emergencies, and 4) Improving agricultural research, 
technology dissemination and adoption.   
3. FARA has been designated as NEPAD’s technical arm for CAADP-Pillar 4 (Agricultural research, 
technology dissemination and adoption).  It has also accepted to be the World Bank’s focal point for 
MAPP (the multi-country agricultural productivity program for Africa) which was renamed  at the FARA 
plenary as the “Framework for African Agriculural Productivity through S&T (FAAP).  FARA manages the 
Sub-Saharan Africa Challenge Program in collaboration with the Sub-regional organizations. 
4. SADC-FANR.  The SADC Food, Agriculture and Natural Resources directorate has eight sectors 
covering key crop, livestock, forestry and fishery concerns.  One sector, Agricultural Research and 
Training, represents the region in various fora as the successor of SACCAR.  The SADC long term plan 
of action for enhancing agriculture and food security for poverty reduction1 is derived from the RISDP 
(Regional Indicative Strategic Development Plan). There are seven development challenges:   
i. market orientation,  
ii. research-extension linkages,  
iii. NRM policies,  
iv. research on soil fertility, irrigation, and integrated production systems,  
v. strengthening capacities of rural institutions,  
vi. information and communications and 
vii.  integration of a gender perspective.   
5. The ASARECA Strategy 2005-2015 (“Fighting poverty, reducing hunger and enhancing resources 
through regional collective action in agricultural research for development”) identified commodity 
subsectors and development domains for agriculture-led development and poverty reduction.  It 
particularly focused on staple commodities and commodities with high income elasticity of demand such 
as fruit and vegetables, dairy and meat, and oilseeds.  
                                                 
1 SADC. 2004. Draft Matrix:  Long Term Plan of  Action : Enhancing Agriculture and Food Security for Poverty 
Reduction. SADC/EOS/2004/3b.   
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Part 3:  
The Expert Consultation (Sept 2005) 
 
 
The workshop/expert consultation brought together representatives from NARS (9), SROs (3), CGIAR Centers 
(13), other IARCs (2), outside resource persons (2) and representatives from the West and Central Africa planning 
exercise.  The consultation was professionally facilitated and comprehensively documented2. 
 
The anticipated outputs of the workshop were: 
1. A common understanding of the problems and opportunities and the vision of an integrated MTP 
2. An agreed upon agenda for tackling R&D challenges in the ESA region, supporting the priorities and needs of 
NARS and SROs 
3. A framework for integration 
4. An agreement on task sharing—roles and responsibilities in implementing an integrated MTP 
5. An effective governance mechanism and structure for an integrated MTP 
6. A realistic implementation plan identifying the “quick wins”. 
 
It was agreed that the goal was not to be a master plan for agricultural research in eastern and southern Africa but 
a realistic plan for integrated work among the CGIAR, NARS, SROs and their other partners.  The integration 
domains would reflect present and future comparative advantages and include both mechanisms and leadership 
to ensure implementation. 
 
The workshop roadmap derived a framework for integration from:   
1. a stock-taking of where we are; 
2. an understanding of how we arrived here;  
3. our vision of the future and  
4. an analysis of present and future priorities.   
5. Having derived the framework (Step 5-Box 1), the participants identified  
6. strategies and institutional mechanism for implementation,  
7. structure and governance required, and 8) necessary actions to implement this framework. 
 
Taking Stock.  
 The various “Meetings of the Mind” demonstrated a commitment on the part of the CGIAR centers and their 
partners to integration of research activities based on sub-regional priorities.  Programmatic integration would 
come about through partnership of NARS, SROs and CGIAR centers and would lead to increasing convergence of 
visions.  Two meetings dealing with integration in eastern and southern Africa were held in 2001.  They identified 8 
regional programs and the principles for implementation:  
1. joint planning and implementation,  
2. pooling existing human, financial and physical resources,  
3. self-governance,  
4. benchmark areas,  
5. regional programs driven by needs, and 
6. positive incentives for integration.   
 
The lessons from the non-implementation of these good intentions were that there is a need for  
1. mechanisms to internalize the concept of integration both in Centers and in SRO/NARS;  
2. mechanisms for implementation,  
3. concrete business plans,   
4. allocation of resources;  
5. accountability mechanisms;  
6. leadership from within the CGIAR;  
7. donor compliance.   
                                                 
2 CGIAR. Towards an Integrated Medium-Term Plan in Eastern and Southern Africa: Documentation of an Expert 
Consultation. ILRI, Nairobi, September 13-16, 2005. (Compiled by Maria G. Nassuna-Musoke and Jürgen 
Hagmann.) 
Alliance of Future Harvest Centres: Experts Consultation Report 
_____________________________________________________ 
 8
 
These issues were covered in Steps 6-8 of the roadmap. 
 
How we arrived here. 
 In the five years since 2001, there have been a number of institutional developments that move us in the direction 
indicated:   
1. the creation of FARA,  
2. the strengthened role of SRO (e.g., ASARECA) planning and priority setting and assertion of sub-regional 
priorities for the networks coming under its control;  
3. the Sub-Saharan Africa Challenge program (with its priority to INRM and identification of benchmark sites).   
 
These have all been seen as institutions and mechanisms fostering greater integration.  The CGIAR has been an 
active supporter in planning and partner in implementation.  The SSA-CP has adopted the benchmark site 
approach as a node of integration. 
 
Developing a vision for the MTP.  
 The scope and scale of the MTP was in continuous discussion throughout the workshop.  The guiding principles, 
however, were easily agreed. They included: 
1. Identification of a common agenda linked to the MDGs, CAADP pillars and sub-regional priorities 
2. Respect for the mandate and comparative advantages of the other parties, 
3. Subsidiarity in respect of roles 
4. Commitment to partnership: collaboration rather than competition 
5. Sharing of sovereignty and resources in integrated activities 
6. Creation of the means to enforce good behavior 
7. Good governance 
8. Recognize that change will take time and some resource 
 
The vision incorporating these guiding principles would be one of strong NARS and effective sub-regional 
organizations collaborating with the international centers on a range of activities and participating as full partners 
in areas of integration where decision-making, resources and credit are shared.   
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Part 4: 
Key trends and future research organization 
 
 
Dr. John Lynam (Kilimo Trust)3 analyzed the institutional trends and future issues that will arise for collaboration.  
His starting point was the observation by the Nobel Laureate in Economics, C. Douglas North that “the single most 
important point about institutional change, which must be grasped if we are to get a handle on the subject, is that 
institutional change is overwhelmingly incremental”.   
 
He argued that the reform process in East Africa has gone through three phases in the policy sphere with 
associated institutional processes and institution innovations. 
 
Table 1.  Phases of Policy Change Institutional Processes and Institutional Innovation 
Policy Sphere  Institutional Process  Institutional Innovation 
Economic structural 
adjustment  
 
 Liberalized markets   Emergent private sector  
Political democratization 
 
 Expansion of civil society 
 
 
Administrative 
decentralization 
 Accountable service 
delivery 
 
 
Pilot experimentation in Extension and micro-
credit 
 
The current institutional innovations are still in an experimental stage.   
 
The issues in NARS reform are: 1) establishing the balance between strategic/applied and adaptive research; 2) 
working out a division of labor/differentiation in the R&D system, and 3) maintaining a capacity for upstream 
linkages.  The SROs have a critical role to play in rationalizing NARI and CGIAR institutional arrangements and in 
developing regional economies of scale in research.  The SROs are strong to the degree that they are supported 
by strong NARS who guide them and use them as a vehicle for regional action. 
 
It was noted in post-consultation discussion that political and administrative decentralization placing resources at 
the local level can lead to an underinvestment in strategic and applied research which are normally is a 
federal/central function to ensure their adequacy (e.g., RARIs in Ethiopia, the reform of NARO debates in 
Uganda).   
 
The system will change under regionalization: regional capacities will be needed in things like biotechnology, crop 
breeding and animal diseases; networks will provide for specialization and division of labor, and NARS will look for 
ways to gain regional economies of size and maximum spillover. 
 
He argued that we are in a period of change in organizational model as shown in Table 2 (below):  
 
Table 2.  Organization of Agricultural Research 
Period Organizational Model 
Pre-Green Revolution (1950s) Disciplinary  Program 
Early Green Revolution (1960s-70s) Multi-disciplinary crop research program 
Bruntland Report (1987-) NRM and Crop Breeding Programs 
Today  IAR4D and Biotechnology 
                                                 
3 Lynam, John (2005)  Kilimo Trust: The Planning Context for Poverty Alleviation. 
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Organizing agricultural research for the future has to recognize the opposing pulls towards centralization and 
decentralization.  This is shown in Table 4.. 
 
Table 3.  Organization of Agricultural Research for the Future 
• Biotechnology • Locally adapted breeding populations 
• Cropping systems 
• Soil biology and fertility 
• Water management and hydrology 
• Land use 
• Seed systems 
• Extension  systems 
• Markets for smallholders 
• Fertilizer distribution 
• Water user associations 
•  
 
Increasing centralization from right to left 
 
The presentation established the importance of institutional processes.  With an example of increasing smallholder 
productivity in Uganda, Lynam highlighted the wide range of actors involved in the productivity, market 
development and financial spheres:   
 
Table 4. Increasing smallholder productivity in Eastern Uganda 
Sphere Project Element Institutions 
Productivity Striga resistant maize AATF/CIMMYT 
 
 
 
 
Market 
Development 
 
 
 
 
 
Financial  
Grain Legumes 
Nutrient use efficiency 
ISFM Extension capacity 
 
Smallholder grain assembly 
Warehouse receipt system 
 
Fertilizer Branding and wholesaling 
Fertilizer stockist network 
 
Stockist credit guarantee 
Warehouse Receipt Credit 
NARO/TSBF/CIAT 
ICRAF/NARO 
INSPIRE/NAADS 
 
Uganda Grain Traders Association 
SACRED 
Athi River/FIPS 
 
AT Uganda 
 
ACDI/VOCA 
Centenary Bank 
 
 
The dependence of varietal improvement strategies on market and policy support is evident in this example.  The 
“consortium” of CGIAR-SROs-NARS will not be sufficient for impact. 
 
Howard Elliott discussed evolution of systems thinking from NARS to AKIS to Innovation Systems. 4  The national 
innovation system is defined by Metcalfe as “the set of distinct institutions which jointly and individually contribute 
to the development and diffusion of new technologies and which provides the framework within which 
governments form and implement policies to influence the innovation process”.  The broader innovation system 
approach focuses on the outcome (“innovation”) rather than the input (“research”). A research output is not an 
innovation until it results in a changed product, technology, market or new way of organizing business.  The 
innovation approach reinforces the fact that innovation may also come from outside the “agricultural” sector (as 
demonstrated by the cases of life sciences and ICT).  It argues that science and technology policy should correct 
for systemic failure in the way that economic policy corrects for market failure.   
 
One caution with the innovation system approach is that it may be used by some to downplay the crucial role of 
science and technology as they emphasize institutions and social processes.  Its use by those concerned with 
short term applied research may undervalue the need for global public goods (Dalrymple 2005)5.  Any system is 
defined first by its objective, then by its environment, components, resources and mechanisms.  The implication 
                                                 
4 Elliott, Howard (2005) An Innovations System Perspective : Implications for Integrated Medium Term Planning 
for Agricultural Research in Eastern and Central Africa.  
5 Dalrymple, Dana (2005). “Innovation systems: old wine in a new bottle” SciDevNet. 
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for the present planning exercise was that the MTP could be treated as a system with its defined objective, 
resources, mechanisms and component actors. Whether a “partner” is in or out of the system may be flexibly 
defined and different mechanisms for participation must be provided depending on the degree of participation. 
Participation may vary from reciprocal exchange, contract services, collaborative efforts to fully integrated 
programs.      
 
Implications of trends for future division of roles, responsibilities and institutional arrangements in an integrated 
MTP. 
 
Small group table discussions provided the following feedback on future roles and integrated planning: 
1. A medium term plan is a continuously adaptive process and is part of an evolutionary path. 
2. The CG centers should be facilitators in delivery and adoption of technologies AND institutional innovations 
3. Institutional arrangements can be flexible: lead NARS and lead centers depending on the problem 
4. Success is not possible without strong partners 
5. Although the innovation system has permeable boundaries and flexible alliances and partnerships, it is 
possible and necessary to negotiate the roles of the various actors in the MTP. 
6. It is important to recognize the division of labor between SROs and NARS  
7. The MTP must be able to cope with the competing claims of a (centralizing) Science and Technology 
paradigm and a (decentralizing) IAR4D paradigm.   
8. Policy research is necessary to deal with both systemic failure holding back innovation and market failure 
holding back technology adoption. 
9. Capacity building is essential for institutions to innovate 
10. IAR4D research can be integrated around benchmark sites. 
11. The CGIAR should promote the establishment of institutional platforms that can consolidate the delivery of 
services. 
 
Both the presentations and the discussion are in agreement with the Task Force when it argues that the CGIAR 
portfolio of programs should be global in significance, if not scope, produce both international and regional public 
goods, and integrate with ecosystems research in the sub-regions.  In noting that success is not possible without 
strong partners, the workshop identified the need for governments to play their role in strengthening national 
systems.  The Task Force pointed out that in parts of Asia and Latin America strong NARS “shoulder 
responsibilities once shared heavily with centers” and NARS leaders assert that this is occurring in Africa as well.   
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Part 5:  
The Framework for Integration 
 
 
The framework for integration was developed in the consultative workshop through an analytical process. In a first 
step, previous efforts were analysed and lessons and success factors were distilled. In a second step, the future 
trends in terms of changing roles and institutional arrangements (labour division) were analysed as one factor 
which has major implications on how to integrate activities of different actors. The analysis of the present and 
future thrusts of different actors in their MTPs revealed commonly shared focal areas which need to be more 
focused together. By bringing the different analyses together, the key components of the framework as areas and 
mechanisms around which integration is required for a concerted agenda emerged and were distilled. Most of the 
areas need further analysis of the details now to reach a sharper focus of what should be done and what can be 
done together. 
 
The framework for integration in eastern and southern Africa envisages three key elements:  
1. Alignment of CG, NARS and SRO priorities and activities,  
2. Integrated programs and initiatives, and  
3. platforms and institutional arrangements for integration on an area or thematic basis.   
 
These are supported by partnerships, integrated support services, and governance of the MTP.  The framework is 
represented visually by Fig 1:   
 
 
 
Figure 1 Framework for Integrated MTP 
in ESA 
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Part 6:   
Present and Future Thrusts and 
Priorities/Programs 
 
 
Dr. Carlos Seré introduced the current state of discussion around the Science Council Priorities and the Task force 
recommendations. 
 
The Science Council had arrived at its five priority areas after following an eclectic approach.  In deductive fashion, 
it analyzed new challenges and opportunities and compared them with what the system is doing; in historical 
fashion it reviewed the evolution of the CGIAR portfolio and trends in funding; and in inductive fashion gathered 
expert opinion and carried out wide consultation on critical needs.   
 
The five priority areas (each with four sub-themes) were as follows: 
 
1. Sustaining biodiversity for current and future generations 
2. Producing more and better food at lower costs through genetic improvements 
3. Reducing rural poverty through agricultural diversification and emerging opportunities for high-value 
commodities and products 
4. Poverty alleviation and sustainable management of water, land and forest resources 
5. Improving policies and facilitating institutional innovation to support sustainable reduction of poverty and 
hunger. 
 
He noted that the new directions signaled by the Science Council included:  
1. a system wide response to the Millennium Development Goals,   
2. concern with long term research for development (rather than development),  
3. enhanced focus on research on drought, soil acidity and temperature stress, and  
4. landscape level approaches to NRM. 
 
The Science Council would review the MTPs of the centers to ensure that 80% of their agenda addressed the 20 
priority themes while 20% could be for exploratory and innovative research addressing new themes or future 
priorities.  This was part of a hoped for “new deal” with donors who would return to core funding of the system.. 
 
In discussion, the participants noted that the Centers were being pulled by donors in two directions: upstream to 
strategic research and downstream to IAR4D.  They asserted that the CG centers have an important 
(methodological) contribution to make to research for development.  
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Part 7:   
Identifying and Responding to African and Sub-
Regional Agendas 
 
 
Howard Elliott reported on the fit between the medium term activities of the Centers and the key expressions of 
African and sub-regional priorities. 
 
A brief word on each of the key documents set the stage for discussion.   
 
The Inter-Academy Council.  
 The thematic areas identified by the InterAcademy Council6 are expressed at a high level of aggregation and 
comprehensively include all areas of interest of the Centers in the region.  Where the Academy was explicit (e.g., 
gene mapping, integrated water management, policy and ICT) there are initiatives or challenge programs 
addressing them.  Similarly, the Academy’s call for eco-regional ACAREs7 cover areas where there are either eco-
regional centers or commodity centers targeting the crops and livestock of the eco-region. 
 
NEPAD/CAADP:  
 The NEPAD/CAADP vision for agriculture, with its 6% annual agricultural growth target and explicitly export-led 
strategy, put forward four investment pillars:  
1. land and water management,  
2. rural infrastructure and market access,  
3. increasing food supply and response to emergencies, and  
4. improving agricultural researh, technology dissemination and adoption.   
 
It also recognized two cross-cutting themes:  
1. academic and professional training and support to farmer organizations, and  
2. information and knowledge systems.   
 
Its pillars are inclusive and go beyond the mandate of the CGIAR.  NEPAD’s intervention with the donors and 
national heads of state works on the policy environment for agriculture.  Its identification of RECs (Regional 
Economic Communities) such as COMESA and SADC as strategic apexes for agriculture goes beyond their 
current technical expertise in agricultural research for development.  Mechanisms have yet to be designed to 
ensure that NARS, SROs and their partners make timely inputs into decisions on agricultural strategy.  
Implementation of CAADP’s agenda is dependent on both donor and national governments’ fulfillment of their 
commitments and on building the necessary institutional relationships.  COMESA, as the implementing REC in 
eastern and central Africa, has formal relations with ASARECA to ensure sustained focus on farmer/agribusiness 
driven research that will assist in raising agricultural productivity and increasing the production of tradable 
agricultural commodities in the region.  
 
SADC-FANR:  
The SADC Food, Agriculture and Natural Resources directorate has eight sectors covering key crops, livestock, 
forestry and fisheries concerns.  One sector, agricultural research and training, represents the region in various 
fora.   
 
                                                 
6 The areas identified by the IAC are: 1) Biotechnology, 2) Biodiversity and plant genetic resource gene mapping, 
3) Fisheries and aquaculture, 4) Water, conceived in an integrated approach, from its catchment to its release, 5) 
Soil fertility, conservation and sustainability, 6) Small ruminants, 7) Game and wildlife, 8) Policy, information and 
communications technology, data generation and management. 
7 The eco-regional ACAREs were seen as needed in: 1) Semi-arid tropical rainfed agriculture, 2) Pastoral 
systems, 3) Humid/sub-humid tropical systems, and 4) Highland systems.  
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The SADC long term plan of action for enhancing agriculture and food security for poverty reduction8 is derived 
from the RISDP.  The nine objectives and actions of interest to the CGIAR are summarized overleaf: 
 
Table 5.  SADC long term plan for enhancing agriculture 
Objective Actions at national or regional level of interest to CGIAR 
1. Sustainable agricultural financing 
2. Improved access to key agricultural inputs 
3. Enhance food production, productivity and 
the overall availability 
4. Access to productive agricultural land 
 
5. Water resource development and 
management for promoting irrigated 
agriculture 
6. Sustainable use of natural resources. 
 
7. Improve access to safe and nutritious food 
 
 
8. Strengthen disaster preparedness 
 
 
9. Mitigating the impact of HIV/AIDS and other 
disease 
 
Resource mobilization, increase budget allocations in 
line with NEPAD commitments. Upscale rural financial 
institutions 
Promote domestic self sufficiency (e.g. seed, chemicals), 
harmonize regulations to facilitate trade, exchange 
information 
Establish geographic specialization based on 
comparative advantage, increase irrigation, targeted 
support to livestock and crop development (compatible 
with WTO) 
Implement land reform policies, establish land reform 
technical support facilities, provide regional support in 
undertaking mapping and surveying, community based 
NRM 
Promote effective management of catchment areas, 
implement regional program on irrigation development, 
strengthen shared watercourse institutions, upscale 
simple irrigation technologies 
Develop programs for soil conservation, improve 
management of catchments, wetlands, and mangroves, 
restore degraded land, effective management of fisheries 
(inland and marine). 
Harmonize SPS measures, establish biotechnology and 
biosafety policies and regulatory systems; promote 
agricultural marketing. 
 
Strengthen early warning; understand household food 
security and livelihood conditions, create social safety 
nets; study impact of recurrent food aid on sustainable 
agricultural development 
Implement SADC HIV/AIDS plan of action; improve 
knowledge, nutrition and education; mainstream 
measures to combat HIV/AIDs in agricultural policies and 
programs. 
 
 
The action plan does not mention prominently the researchable component of this agenda although one might be 
inferred.   
 
The Agricultural Research and Training sector pursues specific objectives of research and training coordination 
and improved information and communications.  The challenges identified in the RISDP include:  
1. market orientation,  
2. research-extension linkages,  
3. NRM policies,  
4. research on soil fertility, irrigation, and integrated production systems,  
5. strengthening capacities of rural institutions,  
6. information and communications and  
7. integration of a gender perspective.   
 
                                                 
8 SADC. 2004. Draft Matrix:  Long Term Plan of  Action : Enhancing Agriculture and Food Security for Poverty Reduction. SADC/EOS/2004/3b.   
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ASARECA: 
 ASARECA is a non-political association of the directors of the ten premier agricultural research institutes in 
eastern and central Africa9.  It manages 17 “NPPs”(networks, programs, and projects) with commodity or thematic 
focus. ASARECA is funded by a few key donors who are also supporters of specific NPPs (along with others).  It is 
completing a detailed process of strategic planning and priority setting which has involved studies, multi-
stakeholder consultations, and presentation in many fora.  Each of the NPPs has completed a priority setting 
exercise relating its outputs to ASARECA’s strategic objective of “Enhanced productivity, value added and 
competitiveness of the regional agricultural system, Networks contribute to results in one or more of the four 
pillars:   
1. demand driven technologies/innovations,  
2. enabling policy environment,  
3. performance-driven institutions, and  
4. enhanced use of  information.   
 
In August 2005, ASARECA decided to adopt a logframe for future work planning that is compatible with that of the 
CGIAR.  This will facilitate joint program discussions.   
 
ASARECA’s strategic plan10 has several components: 
1. a regional agricultural plan that works back from the Millennium Development Goals and asks what growth is 
needed from each sector to achieve them.  The modeling asserts the need for doubling and even tripling 
historical performance.11 
2. An analysis of the growth and poverty reducing contributions of key commodity subsectors.  It identifies key 
staples, meat and dairy, oilseeds and fruits and vegetables as making the greatest contribution to mass 
reductions in poverty.  A satisfied demand for staples and locally consumed commodities with high income 
elasticities offers more poverty reduction gains than non-traditional exports into niche markets.  A GIS 
analysis showed in simulations that spillovers may add up to 60% beyond the gains accruing to the 
innovating country. 
3. An identification of priority “development domains”, areas defined by similar combinations of agricultural 
potential, market access and population density that presumably offer similar responses to commodity or 
system improvements.  The analysis identified the large areas in ECA of high potential, low market access 
and low population density as strategic for agriculture-led development. It underscored the need for a 
package of investment, including infrastructure and market development. 
 
A complementary survey of NARS priorities12 identified the commodity and thematic priorities that become 
“regional” in nature because they are ranked in the top three priorities in the greatest number of countries.  As the 
Science Council notes, commodities and themes that produce sub-regional public goods are fruitful areas for 
collaboration between the CGIAR and SROs but may not overlap on a one-to-one basis. 
 
In addition to commodity and thematic research, ASARECA identified a number of under-addressed issues where 
a CGIAR input would be welcome. These include: HIV/AIDS, Urbanization and Agriculture, Gender, Globalization, 
and Public-Private Partnerships.  In the ASARECA Strategy, post-conflict rehabilitation of research systems is 
given a regional public good status because of the favorable impact it could have on peace and security of the 
region.   
 
The regional and sub-regional priorities expressed in all the key planning documents are broadly drawn.  As a 
result, the MTPs of the Centers are seen to fit under the various umbrellas.   
 
In the case of the IAC priorities, both thematic and eco-regional, there is some CGIAR response that could be part 
of a future ACARE.  This is shown in Table 6 for scientific themes and Table 7 for eco-regions.   
 
                                                 
9 ISABU(Burundi), INERA(DRC) etc 
10 ASARECA.  ASARECA Strategic Plan 2005-2015:  Fighting Poverty, Reducing Hunger and Enhancing 
Resources through Regional Collective Action in Agricultural Research for Development (draft)  
11 IFPRI.  2005 Agricultural Development Policy in Eastern and Central Africa: Strategic Priorities for Agricultural 
Development and Agricultural Research for Development in Eastern and Central Africa. 
12 Seyfou Ketema and Howard Elliott (editors).  2005.  Survey of Agricultural Research Priorities at National and 
Sub-regional levels:  A guide to the database and preliminary results by sector.  Strategic Planning Paper No. 12. 
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Table 6.  InterAcademy Council Themes and Current Efforts in ESA 
Theme (IAC)  CGIAR SROs  NPPs NARS Other 
Biotechnology ILRI 
Generation CP 
ECABIO 
SAFRINET 
ASBF 
BECA 
 
Biodiversity 
 
IPGRI, ICRAF 
CIFOR 
 
EAPGREN 
INRM NPPs (5) 
SADC Network PGR Centers 
  
 
Water 
 
IWMI, ICARDA,  
Water and Food  
 
SWMnet 
 
NEPAD/CAADP 
Soil Fertility INRM Group 
ICRAF, CIAT, TSBF 
SWMnet,  
INRM group 
 
 NEPAD/CAADP 
 
Small ruminants 
 
ILRI 
ICARDA 
  
 
Game and Wildlife 
 
ILRI 
  
 
Policy, ICT, data 
 
ILRI, IFPRI, ICRAF 
 
RAIN, ECAPAPA, FANPAN 
 
 
SAKKS, SADC AIMS 
 
 
 
Table 7.  InterAcademy Council Eco-regional Themes 
Ecoregional Focus CGIAR NARS, SRO NPPs Other 
Semi-arid tropical rain fed ICRISAT, ICRAF ECARSAM   
    
Pastoral systems ILRI  A-AARNET   
    
Humid/sub-humid tropical systems IITA, CIAT, ICRAF Several NPPs   
    
Highland systems ICRAF, CIP, CIMMYT TOFNET, PRAPACE, AHI   
 
 
Turning to sub-regional priorities, there is a CGIAR response to ASARECA’s broad priorities expressed in its 
Strategy 2005-2015.  
 
Table 8.  ASARECA Themes 
Theme CGIAR SRO/NPP Other 
Staple commodities CIMMYT, ICRISAT, IITA, 
IPGRI, WARDA 
ASARECA Commodity 
Networks and Programs 
  
Fruits and vegetables (AVRDC), CIAT, IITA IPGRI  --   
Livestock, Dairy,  ILRI A-AARNET   
Market access IFPRI, ICRISAT, CIAT, ICRAF Food Net, ECAPAPA NEPAD/CAADP 
Institutional strengthening 
 
CIAT, ICRAF, CIFOR, IFPRI  NEPAD/CAADP 
Technology Uptake and Up-
scaling  
IITA, CIAT, CIP, ICRAF EARRNET, PRAPACE 
EU Technology Uptake 
and Up-scaling 
 
 
INRM CIFOR, ICRAF NRM Task Force NEPAD/CAADP 
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There are a few areas where the NARS and ASARECA have uncovered  needs in cross-cutting and overarching 
themes and seek the collaboration of the CGIAR Centers. 
 
Table 9.  ASARECA: Uncovered Themes 
Theme CGIAR SRO/NPP Other 
Agriculture and Health ILRI, IWMI, ICRAF --  
    
HIV/AIDS IFPRI, WARDA, ICRAF USAID Proposal 
(ECAPAPA?)  
 
    
Post-conflict 
rehabilitation of R4D 
ICRISAT (Consortium for 
Southern Sudan) ,  
Strategy calls for CD 
initiatives  
Collaboration of Relief 
Agencies  
 
 
The SADC RISDP highlights areas of action for agricultural rehabilitation and development but does not identify 
the researchable components.  However, researchable themes extracted from the RISDP are addressed by 
CGIAR centers and other networks.  Most of these are functioning on short term donor funding. 
 
Table 10:  SADC Researchable Themes  
Researchable Theme CGIAR SRO/NPP Other 
Markets and commodity 
chains 
ICRISAT, IITA  NEPAD/CAADP 
Policy research IFPRI FANPAN  
Commodity research CIAT, ICRISAT, IITA Networks: Beans, Groundnut, 
Roots and Tubers  
 
Plant Genetic Resources IPGRI, ICRAF SPGRI, SADC Seed Security 
Network 
 
NRM Soil Water IWMI, ICRAF SOFESCA  
Integrated livestock-wildlife ILRI   
ICT ILRI: 2nd level 
connectivity 
SADC/AIMS; RAIN   
    
 
 
Two areas in the draft action plan, HIV/AIDS mainstreaming and disaster preparedness could call for a research 
input that is not highlighted in the plan. Actions are “mainstreamed” in each sector without any indication of 
research as part of the mainstreaming. 
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Part 8:  
Alignment of CG, NARS/SRO Priorities and 
activities: linkages and planning 
 
 
There is consensus among all stakeholders that the efficiency and credibility of agricultural research in eastern 
and southern Africa can be improved. The participants have identified programmatic alignment of research 
activities as the main vehicle to achieve higher levels of inclusiveness, empowerment and ownership of the 
parties. It is understood that programmatic alignment will depend on a synthesis of the strategies of the different 
partners and the better definition of complementary roles. Structural changes may be needed to implement this 
alignment. 
 
The international political and economic context for aligning agricultural research activities and for raising its 
impact is favorable. For the first time ever, the Millennium Development Goals provide for ambitious and verifiable 
development indicators, many of which are of high relevance for agricultural research and development. In recent 
years there has also been a convergence on African science and technology policies (e.g. IAC). African countries 
have become more organized in regional economic communities, which have defined ambitious goals for 
agricultural growth and rural development. Moreover, sub-regional and continent-wide institutions such as NEPAD, 
FARA and the SROs have become much stronger and there is now a dense network of working relationships 
between these institutions.  However, NARS leaders emphasized that both the SROs and the regional body were 
created on the principle of subsidiarity and are only strong if the NARS to which they “add value” are strong. 
 
However, programmatic integration and operational alignment are subject to a range of problems. First of all, 
agricultural research for development in the sub-region aims at improving the living conditions of people in highly 
diverse environments and is therefore characterized by considerable complexity of both causal factors and goals. 
The many independent actors and independent planning processes are a cause for relatively high transaction 
costs. Fruitful collaboration is also hampered by the unstable funding environment and the lack of systematic 
communication.  
 
The main goals of programmatic alignment are to focus all agricultural research activities on the MDGs and 
regional development objectives as articulated by the SROs and to allow for continuous improvement and learning 
in addressing development goals and harnessing synergies that might be available. In other words, successful 
programmatic alignment would manifest itself in a comprehensive and coherent strategy for agricultural research 
and development in the region and a sensible division of tasks according to comparative advantage of the different 
actors. 
 
The strategy to get to this state of programmatic alignment requires that the different actors involved agree to 
harmonize their planning calendars and commit themselves to finding the optimal balance between collaboration 
and competition. Reliable procedures for communication, collaboration, and conflict resolution will be required. A 
range of mechanisms was suggested to be implemented, the most important ones being: 
• a focal point for the sub region to manage the joint MTP 
• a steering committee that provides the political leadership and to which the focal point reports 
• an annual planning process comprising: planning guidelines and formats, deadlines, mechanisms for 
harmonization and endorsement 
• Cross board representation and cross planning meeting representation between SRO/NARS on the one hand 
and CGIAR on the other hand 
• MTP director (= focal point person) lobbying for the joint and integrated MTP 
• a strategy for internal and external communication 
 
The implementation of this strategy requires an iterative process of consultations and harmonization that will 
eventually bring about the desired coherence of agricultural research and development activities in the sub region. 
In a first step, the possibility of having a CGIAR representative on the boards of SROs should be explored. Early 
donor/investor consultations and the creation of a suitable communication infrastructure (e.g. website) will be 
required. From the beginning, the guiding principles of programmatic alignment needs to be:  
• strong regional ownership of mechanisms and plans 
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• formalized collaboration  
• clear rules for decision making with consensus being the preferred mode but also providing for non-
consensual situations 
• commitment to strengthening national and regional partners 
• commitment to making an impact on the well being of people living in or from complex farming systems 
 
Successful programmatic alignment rests on the assumption that all major actors will engage in the process and 
that the CGIAR members will eventually approve the integrated and joint MTP for the sub region. Further 
assumptions are that the institutional landscape in the sub-regional will continue to grow and mature, and that the 
current focus of attention on agricultural growth and rural development in Africa will last.  
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Part 9:  
An Approach to Integration of CGIAR and 
Partner Activities in ESA 
 
 
It is clear that “integration” of planning could not be done in isolation of the CGIAR’s partners.  Previous Center-
inspired initiatives have begun with a participatory approach and the philosophy has continued.  The essential task 
is to find “integration nodes” or “domains” that offer high returns for the investment and do not burden the Centers 
and partners with planning in areas of separate responsibility.  There are many existing mechanisms for 
coordination of effort that need to be taken into account. 
 
Bruce Scott presented the achievements of the 2001 consultation13.  The aim was to provide strategic 
programmatic inputs related to future research needs and to identify priority thematic areas amongst those needs.  
The thematic areas were those that intersected regional and national priorities and where synergy would increase 
operational efficiency, scientific effectiveness and impact of research.   
 
The concept note for the current consultation indicated that we would build on the achievements of the 2001 
consultation: a) the agreement on principles of working together and 2) a set of themes for integration that could 
be updated and revised.  The proposed way forward was to return to a working set of 11 themes, recombine them 
in a way that reflected current conditions, and identify the priorities for integration. 
 
The task given to the working groups was to identify the opportunities for increased synergy 1) among CGIAR 
centers and 2) between the CGIAR centers and the NARS and SROs.   
 
There were three sources of information to aid in this analysis:  
The Science Council Priorities 2005-2015 which outline five priority areas and a total of 20 priority themes 
1. The description of 11 shared program themes (subsequently collapsed into 8 shared program themes) 
identified in the ESA consultation in 200114.   
2. The expertise of the participants who could provide first hand knowledge of NARS, SRO or CGIAR activities. 
 
Five working groups addressed the issue from slightly different perspectives but came up with very 
complementary results.  Each group found themes that could be merged to reduce the number of clusters.   
 
The key updates to the objectives of integration and the commonly shared themes were the following:   
 
1. In 2005 there is a conscious statement of a “productivity and income growth objective”.  The objective of 
integration now reads: “Increased synergies for productivity and income growth, poverty alleviation, 
promotion of sustainable practices, and conservation of natural resources.” 
2. Related Themes in Integrated Natural Resources Management “policies” and “approaches” were brought 
together as one (integrated) theme. 
3. Post-harvest value added and public-private partnerships could be treated as one theme. 
4. Management of agro-biodiversity was seen as comprising two sub-themes: a) conservation of agro-
biodiversity and b) genetic improvement of crops, trees and livestock with special attention to biotechnology 
                                                 
13 CGIAR Sub-Saharan Africa Committee.  Workshop on Integration of CG Activities in Eastern and Southern 
Africa.  September 18-20, 2001.   
14 In the invitation to the present consultation, it was noted that these themes would be a starting point for 
discussion and revised by the group.  Themes were as follows: 1) Analysis of  problems, priorities and impacts, 2) 
Improving learning mechanisms and spread of knowledge, 3) Public-private partnerships, markets and trade, 4) 
Institutional arrangements and capacities for R&D in agricutlure, 5) Adding value beyond production, 6) 
Agriculture, health and nutrition, 7) Management of agro-biodiversity, 8) Approaches to integrated natural 
resources management, 9) Adaptation to climate change, 10)  Policies for integrated natural resources 
management, 11) Integrated pest and disease management (IPDM) in ecosystems.   
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and genomics. The former was seen as adequately integrated but the latter offered future gains from a more 
integrated approach. 
5. Information for policy, informed decision making, and impact evaluation was seen as a cross-cutting theme 
(also relating to Science Council priority area 5). 
 
There was an effort to map the updated set of themes into the CGIAR priorities while identifying the links to SRO 
networks and programs. This is shown as Table 11 (overleaf). 
 
A third group elaborated each of the proposed themes giving examples of the activities already on the ground and 
the degree of integration among CG centers and between the CG centers and NARS/SROs.  A fourth group 
provided commentary on each of the original themes. 
 
An attempt to synthesize the ideas of the four groups in a spreadsheet is attached as Table 11 (following page).   
 
The fifth group took a different approach. It raised the question, “Why produce a MTP?” and gave two answers:   
1. To demonstrate/explain the response of CGIAR and partners to a regional development objectives as 
articulated in the SROs, and  
2. to show how over time adaptation and improvement will take place in order to create synergy for better 
addressing of development goals.   
They proposed the next steps: 1) map the research to the development/SRO objectives, 2) identify areas that 
need alignment/ adjustment, and 3) develop the management/governance system that will promote 
coherence/synergy by regional consortium, one is regional MTP mechanisms and the centers’ MTPs. 
They noted that the MTP must feed back into SROs because they change over time. There will be 1) review of 
implementation by geographical consortia, 2) adjustment of the MTP to lessons learnt, and 3) feedback to SRO 
objectives. 
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Table 11:  Shared Program Thrusts Offering Gains to Integration 
Shared Program Thrusts Comments  Initiatives Integration  
   CG-NARS 
Agenda 
CG-CG 
Collaboration 
SRO  
1 Analysis of Problems, Priorities 
and Impacts 
     
Content: Information, spatial analysis, 
DSS, M&E 
Needs an integrated approach SAKKS, CSI X XX ECAPAPA, RAIN 
Entry Point: SAKKS, CSI Needs  to be done jointly and collectively owned RAIN -   
 Even more important now for decision support to 
the inform the MTP process, priority-setting, and 
targeting 
    
 Tools and methodologies can be public goods     
 Synergies – economies in research,  harmonized 
products for use by multiple clients 
    
      
2 Improving learning mechanisms 
and spread of knowledge 
     
Content: Dissemination of complex 
technologies IPM, INRM, curricula 
development. Technology Upscaling 
 Very relevant and crucial for CG and other ARIs, 
NARS, SROs 
ICT-KM - X  
Create information hub Needs an integrated approach ILAC - X  
 Important for impact assessment and attribution BASIC - X  
Entry point: various Also important for producing training and 
communication materials 
Synergies – economy, common framework, higher 
standard, quality 
SSA/CP 
Technology 
Uptake Review of 
ASARECA 
Commodity 
  FOODNET,  
ASARECA 
Commodity Networks 
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Table 11:  Shared Program Thrusts Offering Gains to Integration 
Shared Program Thrusts Comments  Initiatives Integration  
   CG-NARS 
Agenda 
CG-CG 
Collaboration 
SRO  
Networks 
 Scaling up and scaling out     
 Requires links to extension, agricultural  advisory 
services, private sector, enterprise development 
    
      
3 Public-private partnerships, 
markets and trade 
     
Content: market information, supply 
consortia, medicinal plants, social  
organization 
Refer also to 5: Adding value beyond production 
More methodological integration at CG Level 
desirable 
FOODNET XX X FOODNET 
      
      
4 Institutional arrangements and 
capacities for R&D in agriculture 
Need an integrated programme coordinated 
through a hub 
Needs to engage all as a collaborative effort 
Synergies – same as in previous 
FOODNET, FAO, 
Innovations 
systems Hub 
(Addis) 
XXX X NPPs 
AHI 
 Content: Research on innovations 
systems 
     
Entry Point: ISNAR, relevant NPPs      
      
5.  Adding value beyond production 
Content: by-products, post harvest 
processing, small scale rural industry 
      To be considered in the context of 
commercialization 
• Combine with 3 (markets) 
   FOODNET 
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Table 11:  Shared Program Thrusts Offering Gains to Integration 
Shared Program Thrusts Comments  Initiatives Integration  
   CG-NARS 
Agenda 
CG-CG 
Collaboration 
SRO  
 
 
• Need not be an integrated approach 
• Research on value chains should be linked to 
2 (learning mechanisms and 4 (institutional 
arrangements for research). 
      
6 Agriculture, health and nutrition 
Content: Impact of HIV/AIDS, 
livestock -human health, food borne 
diseases, higher nutritional value 
foods, Biosafety 
      Definitely relevant and needs an integrated 
approach 
      Needs clear articulation as framework for 
research links to MDGs 
 
QPM, 
Biofortification, 
Biosafety, 
Aflatoxin, SIMA 
X 
 
 
XXX  
Entry point: Harvest Plus, SIMA, 
 
• New and needs integration with NARS  X XXX ECAPAPA 
7 Management of agrobiodiversity  GRPI, SGRP, 
Generation 
Challenge,  
   
7.a Conservation of Agro-
biodiversity 
     Conservation of biodiversity is already 
integrated 
 X XXX EAPGREN, SADC 
Gene Bank 
      
7.b. Genetic improvement of crops, 
trees and livestock 
      For genetic diversity, need to integrate the 
genomics aspects (i.e. training, innovations, and 
access to research facilities) –economies of scale 
and scope 
Crop and Animal 
Networks 
  Commodity NPPs, 
ECABIO 
       Landscape scale agro-biodiversity issues be 
considered under 8 
Biotechnology, 
Genomics  
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Table 11:  Shared Program Thrusts Offering Gains to Integration 
Shared Program Thrusts Comments  Initiatives Integration  
   CG-NARS 
Agenda 
CG-CG 
Collaboration 
SRO  
      
8 Approaches to INRM + No. 10 
Policies for NRM 
Landscape scale agro-biodiversity issues 
considered under this theme 
    
Content: integrated NRM, policy, 
institutions, technologies 
      Definitely needs an integrated approach AHI, SSA-CP, SM 
Networks 
XXX X NRM Task Force, 
AHI, SWMnet 
Entry point for SSA/CP       Need to consider benchmark sites as 
frameworks for INRM 
    
       Synergies – scale, monitoring efficiency, 
greater impact, global benefits 
    
       INRM policies integrated in this theme     
      
9 Adaptation to climate change   Intercenter 
Working Group on 
Climate Change 
- X A-AARNET 
Climate change (cont) 
Content: Model future scenarios, soil 
fertility, coping strategies. 
 
Entry: Intercenter Working Group on 
Climate Change. 
      Definitely needs to be integrated 
• Needs critical mass and consideration at 
multiple scales 
• Entry point is ICWG on CC, but needs to 
better integrate NARS and SROs, plus other 
CC institutions] 
• Synergies: economies of scale, critical mass, 
early warning systems, unified models of CC 
trends 
 
 -   
10 Policies for INRM • Consensus  on need to merge with Theme 8  
(INRM approaches) 
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Table 11:  Shared Program Thrusts Offering Gains to Integration 
Shared Program Thrusts Comments  Initiatives Integration  
   CG-NARS 
Agenda 
CG-CG 
Collaboration 
SRO  
      
11. Integrated pest and disease 
management 
Sub-theme related to INRM.  FAO/FFS 
ICIPE 
- -  
      
12.  Post Conflict reconstruction of 
National Research Systems 
Content: diagnosis and planning of 
reconstruction of NARS; NARS-NARS 
cooperation 
Action of solidarity among NARS,  
Experience in reconstructing systems 
Consortium for 
Southern Sudan; 
CIAT-Rwanda 
- - CD-ES 
Entry:  CDC, Consortium for Southern 
Sudan, ASARECA CD 
     
13. Wildlife and game Minor project of ILRI in eastern Africa  - - SADC theme 
Content :       
Entry:  ILRI      
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Part 10:  
High Priority Program Thrusts Retained for 
Integrated Action 
 
 
The Working Group was asked to identify high priority themes for an integrated approach.  The eleven thrusts 
discussed previously are re-ordered and presented according to the Science Council categories. 
 
The starting point was a set of clustered themes coming out of the previous day’s work.  The content of the themes has 
been described in earlier integration workshops (2001) and served as a base for discussion.  The themes that were 
included in the discussion are: 
 
Table 12:  Eleven Shared Program Thrusts for Integrated Research  
SC Priorities  Eleven Shared Program Thrusts for Integrated Research  
SC1-2 1.Management of agrobiodiversity 
SC1 a. Conservation of Agro-biodiversity 
SC2 b. Genetic improvement of crops, trees and livestock through biotechnology 
SC3 2. Adding value beyond production 
SC3.b 3. Wildlife and game 
SC4 4. Policies and approaches to integrated natural resources management 
a. Approaches to INRM  
 b. Policies for INRM 
SC4d 5. Integrated pest and disease management 
SC5.a-c 6. Institutional arrangements and capacities for R&D in agriculture 
SC5.b 7. Public-private partnerships, markets and trade 
SC 5 and  
SC Cross Cutting  
8. Information for Analysis of problems, priorities and impacts and  dissemination of 
methodologies 
a. Analysis of Problems, Priorities and Impacts (also SC 5) 
 b. Improving learning mechanisms and spread of knowledge 
SC Cross Cutting  9. Agriculture, health and nutrition 
SC Cross Cutting  10. Adaptation to climate change  
SC (RPG/IPG) 11. Post Conflict reconstruction of National Research Systems 
  
(The numbers attached to the theme are a re-ordering of the themes by Science council category.  Where an activity is 
a combination of our 11 themes and found under two Science Council categories, we have indented the SC 
designations)  
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All of the activities were identified by working groups in both 2001 and 2005 as significant in contributing to Africa’s 
economic, social and environmental goals.  They appear on the current list because they reflect priorities identified by 
the Kofi Annan initiative, the NEPAD platforms and the priorities expressed by ASARECA and SADC.   
 
It is important to note that the task here was to identify the high priority themes for an integrated approach ;  this was 
more restricted and less presumptuous than to prioritize all themes for the region regardless of the gains from 
integration.  These themes could potentially be the “flagships” of an integrated program.   
 
The Working Group evaluated the proposed themes on the basis of the following attributes:  
• Compatible with SC Priorities: They would meet all or most of the attributes of an international or regional public 
good for which the CGIAR contribution would reflect its comparative advantage. 
• Clear integration domain:  It was possible to define a clear set of activities around which integration would take 
place. 
• Effective Demand:  The theme ranks high in the priorities of the region (as included in the NEPAD/CAADP pillars, 
the SADC RISDP, and the ASARECA Strategic Plan 
• Gains to integration were real and cost-effective:  Integration of the activity would produce economies of scale or 
scope that justified the transactions costs and additional operational costs of integration.  The gains could come 
from 1) producing wider range of outputs or ability to serve a wider range of clients (i.e., economies of scope, 2) 
produce new outputs from an improved  and shared infrastructure, and 3) reducing operational costs of research 
through pooled overheads.   
• Low transactions costs.  Integration is more desirable the lower the transactions costs (e.g., of negotiating and 
setting up integration).  
• Probability of support:  there was a realistic expectation of support from governments or donors  
 
SC RPG / IPG 
Post-conflict 
reconstruction of 
NARES 
SC Cross 
Cutting 
Adaptation to 
climate change 
SC Cross Cutting 
Agriculture, 
Health and 
Nutrition 
SC 5:  
Information for Analysis of 
Problems, Priorities and 
Impacts 
SC Cross Cutting: 
Information for learning and 
spread of knowledge SC 5.b.Public-Private 
Partnerships, 
Markets and 
Trade 
SC 5.a-c
Institutional 
arrangements and 
capacities for 
AR4D 
SC 4
Integrated 
Pest and 
Disease 
Management
SC 4 
Policies and Approaches 
to NRM 
SC 3.b
Wildlife and 
Game 
SC 3 
Post Harvest Value 
Addition 
SC 1 & 2 
Management of Agro-
biodiversity 
1. Conservation 
2. Improvement (biotech)  
Increased Synergies for:
• Productivity and Income 
Growth 
• Poverty alleviation 
• Promotion of sustainable 
practices 
• Conservation of natural 
resources 
 
Figure 2. Shared Program Thrusts for Integrated Research 
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The priority accorded the eleven themes by the working group is shown in Table 13 (following page). 
 
The workshop built on previous consultations in the region, updated the discussion of goals of integration and identified 
11 themes for integration.  Based on the perceived gains from integration, the four priority themes (ranked) for early 
integration of action are: 
 
1. Integrated Natural Resources Management (approaches and policies) 
Integrated Natural Resources Management is an area of overlap among the commodity, systems-based and 
factor-based centers. This type of science requires a vast array of skills and expertise beyond what most 
individual centers can provide and thus is particularly amenable to integration efforts involving both strategic 
research partners and those closer to the field.  Centers bring new participatory approaches, experience with 
crop modeling and GIS, and have helped with planning and priority setting. 
 
2. Information for strategy and policy formulation for income and productivity growth and information anagement 
for the sharing of methodology and knowledge. 
This theme includes both research on policies and strategies to raise income and productivity and the 
synthesis and dissemination of related results and methodologies).  The Centers in ESA can do more by 
working together and working in an integrated way with NARS. 
 
3. Management of agrobiodiversity: Improvement of germplasm 
Integration of activities in germplasm conservation and enhancement follows from the fact that the networks, 
regional genebanks, and frameworks for collaboration are already in place and transactions costs of moving 
to greater integration are low.  Most of this is on-going and is a focus for global integration initiatives, such as 
the Generation Challenge Program. 
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Opportunity Number Mandate 
IPG Demand Funding 
Impact from 
synergy 
Culture 
change 
Incentive Leadership Transaction 
cost 
Domain 
1: Information for Analysis of 
Problems, Decision making*** 
SC 5 and SC 
Cross Cutting 
XXX XXX XXX Required  Not obvious Reduce + + 
2: Knowledge Management 
*** 
If merged with No. 1 “Information” becomes a strategic area. 
3: PPP, Markets (Input and 
Output)** 
SC 5b XXX XXX XX Methodology Accepted Recognition 
required 
Exists Low Clear 
4: Institutional arrangements,  
(Rules, roles, and  
organizations)  
SC 5a-c XX X XXX Too many 
separate 
Required - Some exists, 
individual 
Neutral Clear 
5: Post harvest  SC 3 XXX XXX Diversity-low None - Exists, specific to 
commodity 
Could be high Clear 
6: Agricultural health & 
nutrition 
SC Cross 
Cutting  
XX XXX High Some Required Individual High Not clear 
7a: Conservation of 
germplasm ** 
SC 1 XXX XXX High None None High/growing Low Clear 
7b: Improvement of 
germplasm*** 
SC 2 XXX XXX High for Biotech Needed None Exists High Clear 
8: INRM Approaches and 
Policies*** 
SC 4 XX XX Highest benefit, 
challenge to impact 
Needed Required Exist, diffused High Need 
definition 
9: Climate change SC Cross 
Cutting 
X XX Variability – topic 
specific 
Needed Required Exists in 
individuals 
High Need 
definition 
10  IDPM SC 4d XXX XXX Very high Required Required Exist Low Yes 
11. Post conflict rehabilitation 
of NARES** 
Regional 
Public Good 
XXX XXX Yes - High Required to 
accept 
Yes Ad Hoc Huge Yes 
Table 13. Priority Themes for Integrated  Research 
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Integration of activities in improvement of germplasm with a biotechnology focus would benefit greatly 
from the synergy of integration.  This could be focused on collaboration with BECA and any focal point 
under NEPAD or SADC.  The transactions cost for this may be initially high but the longer term impact of 
integration with NARS and BECA would be high. 
.   
4. Post-conflict reconstruction and recovery of National Research Systems (as an international public 
good). 
Post-conflict reconstruction and recovery of NARS in the region has a public good character that raises 
the attractiveness of the region for development.  It is definitely a regional public good (five of the 
eastern African countries and at least two of the southern African countries will be looking for 
assistance).  The theme figures in subregional priorities. There is experience in both sub-region with 
reconstruction and the CGIAR can make inputs consistent with its IPG mandate.   
 
Each of these integration domains would require specialized coordination mechanisms.   
 
The 11 integrated activities, of which four are treated for early action, create new synergies that contribute to the 
objectives of income growth, poverty reduction, and sustainable production environments. 
 
In order to ensure that the integrated program is implemented, it is necessary to create the platforms for 
management and governance of the program. 
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Part 11:  
Integrated platforms and institutional 
arrangements for interactions to realize 
potential synergies 
 
 
Integrated platforms and institutional arrangements have been identified as a means to bring scientific and other 
expertise to bear on adoption of technologies and management practices. Platforms must help to integrate 
disciplines and to enhance the collaboration of different actors in a specific domain of knowledge application. This 
is not a question of research organizations becoming development actors but of catalyzing innovation, enhancing 
mutual learning and preparing the ground for faster out-scaling and up-scaling.  
 
From a research perspective, integrated platforms are effective if they allow to study technology-context 
configurations and to conduct research on how to change or improve technology-context configurations so as to 
bring about agricultural growth and sustainable rural development.  
 
Platforms and institutional arrangements can be built for defined geographical areas or around a particular domain 
of knowledge. The key strategies to built viable platforms are: 
• joint planning and impact monitoring 
• unambiguous and transparent authorization and decision making 
• periodical review of roles, responsibilities, and mechanisms for inclusiveness 
 
For implementing these strategies, a range of potential mechanisms has been identified during the expert 
consultation. They include mechanisms for building mutual trust and ensuring contractual fidelity as well as 
approaches to ensure participation, effective communication, and capacity building.  
 
Integrated platforms and institutional arrangements for innovation will only succeed if decision makers believe in 
the merits of integrated approaches for studying technology-context configurations. The overall costs of planning, 
communications and evaluation are not likely to decrease, at least in the beginning, because most of the 
interactions and communications will be of a non-routine nature.  
 
Returning to the Framework for Integration, we recall that alignment with the NARS-SRO agendas, Integration 
among CG Centers, and Platforms are supported by “Partnerships, Integrated Support Services and Governance 
Mechanisms. 
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Part 12:  
Implementation  
 
 
Integration is not just about structural changes and planning together. As outlined above, a major factor for 
success in integrating and harmonising actions between actors are partnerships, which can not be instructed or 
enforced. In reality it is about relationships and roles which develop organically rather than through MoUs or other 
structural agreements. Both are needed though but for implementation one has to go further than agreements and 
focus on the competencies required.  
For implementation of the framework for integration we suggest to build competences for managing effective 
partnerships at all levels in order to reach the quality of partnerships required to reach optimal integration at field 
level. This would involve:  
• Conceptualisation of partnerships for impact within the innovation system and the project cycle. This 
involves systematisation of steps in project development and management along the impact pathway. At 
different stages, different actors and partners are required for different functions in the innovation system. A 
procedure and guidelines need to be developed which helps scientists and other actors to think through the 
partnership choices and requirements at each step in a rigorous way. 
• Partnership skills in project management and implementation: when taking the innovation system 
approach as a base, partnership for impact has to become the base for project management from the 
proposal development stage to evaluation. At present scientists are working on this, but partnership 
management needs to be professionalized in terms of:   
o Formalisation of partnerships at varying degrees and monitoring of partnerships effectiveness and 
efficiency 
o Competence development in partnership management 
• Communication / facilitation and teambuilding: the backbone of partnership management is 
communication and facilitation. Building multi-stakeholder platforms and partnerships for innovation requires 
facilitation of multiple interests and contributions to a shared goal / impact. Integration also requires 
functioning R4D teams which work together on the issues. ‘Soft skills’ (in dealing with the human systems) 
are essential and often are unavailable within mostly technically trained scientists. Therefore we see the 
development of these skills and competencies as critical if integration should become successful.  
Those aspects are essential to make integration through partnership a success. We therefore suggest these as 
high priorities actions to complement the implementation of the other components of the framework.  
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Part 13:  
Governance of the MTP 
 
 
It was suggested in Session 3 that the MTP could be treated as a subsystem of the CGIAR.  This means that it 
has its own clearly identifiable objective towards which all components are coordinated.  It operates within a 
known (but changeable) environment and has governance mechanisms to enforce coordination.  “Governance” 
may be defined as “managing the system” and is composed of four elements: organizational structure, system 
evaluation, fiscal management and strategies to make the system self-sustaining.  Coordination is accomplished 
primarily by the process of mutual adjustment and collaboration which relies on frequent and informal 
communication15.  Four elements of good governance are accountability, participation, predictability, and 
transparency.  The interlinkages among the elements of governance reinforces their effectiveness16.   
 
Three separate working groups were formed to discuss the issues of  
1. alignment with NARS/SRO and stakeholder priorities and needs,  
2. integrated programs, and  
3. platforms for area-based coordination.   
 
Since these categories overlap, there was a good deal of overlap (and agreement) in the analysis of opportunities 
and challenges for coordination. 
 
Table 14. Improved Coordination, Gains from Integration, and Integration Platforms 
Element Improved Coordination with 
Partners and Centers 
Gains from Integration Platforms for Integration 
Objective 
 
 
 
 
Environment 
 
 
 
 
Components 
 
 
 
 
 
Resources 
 
 
 
 
 
Governance 
Efficiency 
Credibility 
Complementarity 
Relevance 
 
Decentralizing R4D at 
national level 
Broader innovation system 
 
 
NARIs, Universities, 
Extension, CBOs 
Farmer Organizations 
SSA-IMTP 
Government 
 
Bilateral donors 
CGIAR core investors, Project 
donors 
 
 
Project Agreements 
Alliance Rules of behavior, 
Efficiency Gains 
Economies of scale and 
scope, 
Both S&T and R4D 
 
Scientific opportunity and 
Development needs 
Thematic, problem or 
discipline 
 
CG-CG Center 
CG-NARS-CBOs 
CG-NARS-ARIs 
 
 
 
SSA-MTP Targeted 
funding 
CG core investors 
Thematic Challenge 
Programs 
 
IMTP Joint ventures, 
Coordination of area-based 
IAR4D 
Benchmark sites 
Understanding processes 
 
IAR4D: fitting science into 
development 
Location specific innovation 
system 
 
NARS-FOs-CBOs 
 
 
 
 
 
SSA-CP Targeted Funding  
Support to other platforms 
 
 
Project-specific steering 
committee, Grant authorizing 
boards 
                                                 
15 Institute for Workforce Competitiveness “Comparative Analysis of 
Governance”.http://www.fiu.edu/~xiwcc/gov.htm 
16 Asian Development Bank.  “Governance: Sound Development Management—The elements of good 
governance.  http”//www.adb.org/Documents/Policies/Governance/gov 
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Element Improved Coordination with 
Partners and Centers 
Gains from Integration Platforms for Integration 
Mechanisms 
 
 
 
SRO-NARS-CG planning 
processes 
 
Contracts,  
Commitments, 
IMTP Director 
MOU rules and partnership 
agreements 
Local lead agency 
Country 
    
 
Governance occurs at the strategic level and at the operational level.  The Task Force has admitted, and 
workshop participants have confirmed, that the programmatic alignment (relevance) of the work of the CGIAR is 
reasonably good.  The IMTP will identify aras of clear synergy and build the management and performance 
measures around those ares. 
 
The lack of coordination that has exercised the Task Force seems to be at the local level.  Area-based 
coordination, country coordinators, and other mechanisms to reduce competition and duplication will be put in 
place.  The area-specific benchmark sites and the SSA-CP will be considered a sub-set of the IMTP for ESA.   
 
The specific objective of the Integrated Medium Term Plan will be to “create synergies in agricultural research for 
development  in eastern and southern Africa where the gains from integrated planning and execution of both 
strategic and applied agricultural research are greater than the added transactions and operational costs.  
Synergy is meant to include economies of scope, scale and size in the research process arising from 
complementarity among partners and efficient use of scarce skills, knowledge and research infrastructure. 
Transactions costs include the costs of negotiating agreements and maintaining the necessary flow of information 
among all parties. 
 
Agricultural research organization is being pulled towards greater centralization characterized by biotechnology 
and towards greater decentralization implied by IAR4D.  Managing the strategic and applied versus adaptive 
research is one of the problems facing both national and international research.  The governance challenge is to 
provide for coordination at the strategic level and operational management in execution.  It is for this reason that a 
variety of different mechanisms have grown up around networks, sub-regional competitive grant systems, global 
challenge programs.  The governance options for the eastern and southern Africa MTP must take advantage of 
the mechanisms already in place and build on them. 
 
The working groups discussed the principles of governance that would apply to NARS-SRO-CG partnerships, the 
Integrated MTP and to specific platforms.  The principles apply to all partnership arrangements. 
 
The guiding principles and sources of gain from integration are summarized in Table 15. 
Table 15: Guiding Principles for Integration  
 Guiding Principles Sources of Gain Addressed by MTP: 
1 Mutual Benefit ("win-win") Complementarities exploited Benefit sharing agreements 
2 Integrity and Trust Reduces transactions cost Alliance principles and policies, mutual 
consultation and review 
3 Sharing of decision-
making, resources and 
credit 
Relevance, commitment, local 
knowledge 
Partnership principles 
4 Participation and 
ownership 
Commitment to objective Representation on Board or Program 
Advisory Committee 
5 Open, timely and 
effective communication 
Equal information available to 
all parties 
Alliance principles and policies 
6 Timely resolution of 
conflicts 
Reduces transactions cost, 
Eliminate overlaps and 
duplication 
Alliance principles and policies, MTP director, 
country coordinators 
7 Low transactions costs Start-up costs of collaboration 
reduced 
Use existing coordination mechanisms, 
strengthen IT platform 
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 Guiding Principles Sources of Gain Addressed by MTP: 
8 Incentives for compliance Ensures commitment MTP will require resources as incentives and 
sanctions for poor behavior, key role of 
donors to ensure compliance 
 
The Task Force had considered nine different scenarios for reform of the CGIAR.  The recommendations broke 
down into a group of evolutionary options (that primarily improved the fit between the CGIAR and NARS/SROs) 
and a set of “hard” or revolutionary options that were designed to create the structural environment for better 
integration between centers themselves and between centers and NARS. 
 
It is clear that the Consultation worked in an evolutionary frame of mind.  First, the preparation of an IMTP for 
eastern and southern Africa was part of an evolutionary strategy; the challenge was to give it mechanisms for an 
evolution towards further integration.  Second, the participants largely accepted the C.Douglas North proposition 
that change is overwhelmingly incremental.  Finally, this evolutionary approach has been followed in ASARECA’s 
own program and institutional development. 
 
The options for management of the MTP that were mentioned are compared in Table 16. 
 
Table 16:  Comparison of Possible Management Options for the Integrated MTP 
Governance   
Option 
Element  
CD Oversight Joint Venture 
ILRI-ICRAF 
ESA Global 
Entity 
Joint Venture All 
Centers 
Independent Joint 
Venture 
      
Oversight Committee of 
Directors 
Alliance ExCo Merged Board Alliance ExCo Independent 
Governing Board 
Management MTP Director Independent 
Director reports 
to Alliance ExCO 
Entity hires 
Director reports 
to Board 
Independent 
Director  
ILRI-ICRAF 
provide joint 
services 
Independent 
Director reports to 
Independent 
Board 
      
Mechanisms Agreements with 
Centers, 
 
Joint venture 
agreement ILRI-
ICRAF 
Contracts with 
partners 
 
MTP agreements 
with all Centers 
Agreements as in 
Challenge 
Programs 
Separate 
processes 
 
Participation of 
Partners 
 
Advisory 
Committee: 
Centers, FARA, 
SROs, NARS 
 
Advisory 
Committee: 
Centers,  FARA, 
SROs, NARS  
 
 (Advisory 
Committee: 
Centers, FARA, 
SROs, NARS, 
Others) 
 
Advisory 
Committee: 
Centers,  FARA, 
SROs, NARS 
 
Participation in 
Board 
 
      
Status of thinking on governance options 
The working group recognized the need for improved governance at several levels. It was noted that the overall 
effort to rationalize and integrate activities in ESA will require a leader with the authority to manage the MTP 
process, promote integration modalities, monitor progress, and address conflicts. This position would need  
governance oversight. Here the working group explored several options. One option is establishing this as an 
entity linked to one of the centers in the region (similar to the ISNAR program under IFPRI governance). Other 
options considered oversight by the Alliance Executive/Alliance Board. Specific instruments such as clear 
contracts between partners, the Alliance’s role in conflict resolution, and existing structures such as the SSA CP 
would be used as much as possible. 
 
An advisory body will also be needed to ensure alignment with regional interests. The dilemma is to ensure that 
the African partners have a significant say in the governance of the entity while avoiding the creation of new 
governance layers with additional costs. 
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Part 14: 
Conclusion 
 
 
The participants and the organizers both concluded that the consultation had been intensive, transparent, and 
carried out in a shared spirit of collaboration.  They felt that while we did not come out with a medium term plan at 
this meeting, the resulting framework for integrated research on shared priorities was realistic and feasible.  NARS 
leaders present expressed their support for continuation of the process leading to an integrated MTP by mid-year 
2006.  COMESA, as a partner and regional economic community, recognized the importance of research to their 
agricultural trade concerns and promised to work closely with the Centers and sub-regional partners.   
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